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Better protections for life support customers in Victoria - Submission to Draft Determination

CitiPower, Powercor and United Energy (CPU) welcome the opportunity to provide feedback on the
Essential Services Commission’s (ESC) Draft Determination on Better protections for life support
customers in Victoria.

We strongly support the intent of the proposed reforms to enhance protections for life support
customers and improve outcomes during outage and emergency events. We are committed to
working with the ESC and industry to ensure these reforms are both effective in achieving their
objectives and practical to implement.

While we are broadly supportive of the direction of the draft determination, our review has
identified several key areas of risk that require further clarity and refinement to ensure the
framework operates effectively in practice.

Effectiveness of the new ‘life-threatening’ system flag

We support the introduction of a life-threatening flag to assist emergency services in prioritising
customers. However, its effectiveness will depend on customers providing medical confirmation to
support classification. Without this, the flag is unlikely to be widely or consistently applied, limiting

its practical value.

Further, as the proposal does not differentiate obligations or penalties across customer categories,
it limits the ability for distributors to prioritise responses based on risk.

CPU recommends that the ESC provides clear guidance on how the flag will be applied, validated
and maintained and further consideration be given to aligning risk categories with differentiated
obligations or response priorities.

Register accuracy — need for mandatory deregistration

We support the intent to streamline processes by making retailers solely responsible for life support
registration, deregistration and maintenance. However, a key concern is that the proposed
framework does not address the underlying issue of register growth and over-registration.

Retailers are incentivised to register customers but have limited incentive to deregister them. As a
result, the proposed annual check-in process, in isolation, is unlikely to deliver meaningful
improvements and may become a compliance exercise without clear consequences for non-
response. This does not address one of the original drivers for the rule change.
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Without mandatory deregistration where medical confirmation is not provided or customers fail to
engage, life support registers are likely to continue to grow and lose integrity over time.

CPU recommends the ESC introduce a clear deregistration pathway, including timelines, customer
communication requirements and responsibilities across parties to ensure that both retailers and
customers treat the process with appropriate importance. Under this approach, the retailers
should be required to initiate deregistration where a customer fails to provide medical
confirmation following multiple attempts or does not respond to annual check-ins for two
consecutive years. This approach also ensures retailer discretion is applied only in genuine
extenuating circumstances, rather than through a broad risk-based approach. The ESC
should also clearly define the extenuating circumstances to limit the retailer discretion.

Improving communication methods for contacting life support customers

We support improvements to communication arrangements, including the introduction of
secondary contacts. Customers can already nominate and update their communication preferences
through existing distributor processes. However, the proposed approach for retailers to collect
secondary contact details introduces risks of duplication, inconsistency, and unclear data
ownership.

In addition, mandating hard copy communications for secondary contacts where they have opted
for electronic communication may create confusion, as recipients may reasonably assume their
preferences have not been updated. The benefits of duplicating communication requirements are
unclear and risk diluting the effectiveness of customer communications.

CPU recommends that secondary contacts be limited to electronic communication methods only.
This reflects the practical role of secondary contacts and avoids duplication and inefficiency.

Implementation complexity and system impacts

The proposed reforms will result in material IT and operational impacts, including system changes,
B2B integration requirements and increased process complexity. There is also a risk of duplication
and inefficiency if ESC reforms are not aligned with those of the Australian Energy Markets
Commission (AEMC) and Australian Energy Market Operator (AEMO) processes.

We recommend that the ESC align its implementation with that of the AEMC and AEMO to minimise
duplication and provide early clarity on B2B consultation and implementation sequencing.

CPU’s detailed responses to the consultation questions are provided in Attachment A.

Should you wish to discuss our submission further, please contact _, Manager

Yours sincerely,




Head of Regulatory Policy and Compliance
CitiPower, Powercor and United Energy



Attachment A — Response to ESC questions

CONSULTATION QUESTIONS
Proposed new ’life-threatening’ system flag

1. What are your views on the proposed identification of customers with a life-threatening
condition to support emergency agencies? Are there any alternative approaches that should
be considered?

We are broadly supportive of introducing a ‘life-threatening’ flag to assist emergency services in
prioritising customers during outages. This reform has the potential to improve emergency
response outcomes by identifying customers at higher risk. System enhancements will however
be required to implement and maintain this additional flag.

The effectiveness of this reform will depend on customer engagement and their willingness to
provide medical confirmation. If customers do not provide medical confirmation describing their
condition and eligibility, the life-threatening flag is unlikely to be widely used, which may
undermine the intent of the reform.

In addition, the introduction of the life-threatening flag does not change existing civil penalties or
reporting requirements. As a result, all life support customers, regardless of risk level, remain
subject to the same tier 1 obligation. This limits the ability to prioritise responses based on customer
risk.

CPU recommend that clear guidance is provided on how the flag will be applied, maintained,
and validated to ensure consistent implementation across the industry.

Further consideration should be given to aligning customer risk categories with differentiated
obligations or response priorities, enabling more effective operational decision-making during
outages.

2. Is the terminology of ‘life-threatening condition’, including the definition and the term
itself, appropriate and useful for the purposes of emergency triage? If not, what other
terminology or definition should we use?

The terminology is appropriate for emergency triage purposes.

Retailer ownership of registration, deregistration and updating of details

3. Do you have any views on making retailers solely responsible for registration, deregistration
and updating life support customers’ detail?

We support the intent to streamline processes by making retailers solely responsible for
registration, deregistration and maintenance. However, the proposal does not address the core
issue impacting the accuracy of life support registers.

e Registration: the draft determination indicates that distributors’ role will be limited to
notifying retailers via B2B processes within one business day when a customer contacts the
distributor to register for life support. This suggests that DNSPs will no longer undertake



registration activities directly. However, further clarity is required on distributor obligations
under the new model, including:

o whether distributors will cease issuing welcome packs (including medical
confirmation forms) and deregistration notices; and

o when life support protections will take effect following notification to the
distributor.

This creates a risk of a “gap” period. For example, if a distributor notifies a retailer of a life support
request, but a disconnection is already scheduled for that day, and proceeds before registration is
completed, it is unclear whether protections apply and where accountability sits (i.e. distributor,
retailer or neither). This uncertainty creates a compliance risk and may lead to inconsistent
outcomes for customers.

CPU recommends that customer protections commence from the point a customer notifies either
the distributor or retailer. Alternatively, the ESC should clearly define the roles and responsibilities
of retailers and distributors during the period between notification and registration.

Case study

A disconnection for non-payment was scheduled for 18 February. On the evening of 17 February,
the customer contacted their retailer and advised they were a life support customer after
receiving the final disconnection warning. The retailer cancelled the order, flagged the customer
as life support, and contacted the distributor after hours to stop the disconnection. However, as
the order had already been queued in the system for execution the following morning, it could
not be stopped due to system limitations and proceeded. The retailer also advised that the
customer refused to provide details of the life support equipment and has not engaged further.

This example highlights two key issues:
o the operational difficulty of managing late life support notifications; and

o the risk of customers using life support status to prevent disconnection without
providing required information.

e Coreissue — lack of mandatory deregistration: the draft determination does not mandate
deregistration where medical confirmation is not provided or where a customer fails
to engage with their retailer. Retailers are strongly incentivised to register customers to
avoid compliance and reputational risk but have limited incentive to deregister
customers. As a result, life support registers will continue to grow and be less meaningful.
The proposed annual check-in process is unlikely to deliver a material improvement and
may become a compliance exercise, as there is no requirement for retailers to deregister
customers after repeated failed attempts to engage. This was a major driver for the original
rule change. Without mandating deregistration, the register will lack integrity, as was
demonstrated in the case study above.

CPU recommends the ESC introduce a clear deregistration pathway, including timelines, customer
communication requirements and responsibilities across parties (similar to the disconnection for
non-payment process, with defined timelines and robust customer engagement



requirements) to ensure that both retailers and customers treat the process with appropriate
importance. Retailers should be required to initiate deregistration where a customer fails
to provide medical confirmation or does not respond to annual check-ins for two consecutive
years. This approach ensures retailer discretion is applied only in genuine extenuating
circumstances. The ESC should also clearly define extenuating circumstances to limit the discretion
available to retailers.

e  Retailer churn: the draft determination does not clearly define how life support status will
be managed during retailer churn, creating ambiguity around how responsibilities transfer
between retailers and how this will be managed by distributors. This creates a risk of
duplicate records, inconsistent data across systems, and customers falling through gaps
during the transition period. From an operational perspective, distributors may end up
holding multiple records for the same customer (e.g. linked to both outgoing and incoming
retailers), reducing confidence in the accuracy of the register and increasing administrative
burden.

There is also a risk of duplication of effort, where the incoming retailer re-registers the customer as
part of onboarding without proper transfer or reconciliation of existing life support status.

Example:

A customer with life support status switches retailers. The outgoing retailer retains the life support
record, while the incoming retailer registers the customer again as part of onboarding. This results
in two active records in distributor systems, creating confusion over which record is current and
increasing the risk of incorrect or missed communications during an outage.

CPU recommends a clear and simple approach, where the outgoing retailer formally deregisters the
customer and the incoming retailer re-confirms life support status via life support notification
(LSN) process. This would minimise duplication, ensure a single source of truth, and provide a clear
and auditable process during retailer churn.

e Transition arrangements for existing customers: the draft determination does not outline
how existing life support customers will be transitioned to the new framework, especially
medically confirmed. This creates uncertainty around how the accuracy and consistency of
the register will be maintained during implementation. Hence the clarification
is required on:

o whether existing customers will be reassessed or reclassified under the new
framework

o where the distributor is the RPO, whether it will be required to provide any existing
medical confirmation information to retailers (e.g. via the LSN process)

o whether customers will be requiredto provide medical confirmation again to
retailers and

o how data will be transferred between retailers and distributors where required.

There are also practical challenges relating to data privacy and retention. In some cases, businesses
may not retain medical confirmation forms due to privacy and security requirements and may



only retain the outcome in their systems. It is therefore unclear how these customers would be
transitioned under the new framework. Without clear transition arrangements, there is a risk of
inconsistent data, duplication, and gaps in customer protections during the implementation
period.

CPU recommends that existing medically confirmed customers be transferred as-is, without
requiring the transfer of medical confirmation forms to retailers. Retailers can then confirm
and maintain the accuracy of these records through the proposed annual check-in process.

If this approach is not adopted, the ESC should provide clear guidance on how such customers are
to be classified where medical documentation is no longer retained by a distributor due to privacy
and security reasons.

4. Are there any preferable alternative methods to streamline processes to register, deregister
or update life support customer details?

CPU recommend that retailers are solely responsible for registering life support customer
details. Where a customer contacts a distributor for registration, they should be referred to their
retailer to complete the request. This will ensure that retailer records remain the single source of
truth and reduce duplication, inconsistencies, and process complexity across parties. This approach
provides a simpler and more efficient process, with clear accountability and reduced administrative
burden for both retailers and distributors.

5. Do you have any views on specific components of the proposed updated deregistration
process (including mandatory deregistration following changes in a customer’s
circumstances and the requirement to record reasons for retaining a customer on the
register where medical confirmation has not been provided)?

We support strengthening deregistration processes to improve the accuracy and integrity of life
support register. However, the proposed approach does not go far enough to address the
underlying issue of register growth and over-registration without mandating deregistration where
medical confirmation is not provided or where customers fail to engage with the retailer.

Customers are increasingly aware of these obligations. As illustrated in the case study above, some
customers may seek life support status to avoid disconnection for non-payment and then not
engage further with their retailer, knowing that disconnection is no longer permitted once they are
registered.

While annual check-ins are a positive step, they will not be effective unless supported by clear
consequences for non-response.In addition, the requirement to record reasonsis
not sufficient for retaining customers on the register without medical confirmation and is unlikely
to improve outcomes. In practice, this may become a tick-box exercise, rather than a meaningful
mechanism to ensure register accuracy. Without a clear trigger for deregistration, customers may
remain on the register indefinitely despite not meeting eligibility requirements, as is already
occurring under the current framework.

CPU recommends that the ESC introduce a clear deregistration pathway, including timelines,
customer communication requirements and responsibilities across parties (similar to the



disconnection for non-payment process, with defined timelines and robust customer engagement
requirements) to ensure that both retailers and customers treat the process with appropriate
importance. Under this approach, retailers should be required to initiate deregistration where a
customer fails to provide medical confirmation or does not respond to annual check-ins for two
consecutive years. This approach would also ensure that retailer discretion is applied only in
genuine extenuating circumstances, rather than through a broad risk-based approach. The ESC
should also clearly define the extenuating circumstances to limit the retailer discretion.

Updating medical confirmation processes

6. Do you have any views on our proposal to update medical confirmation processes?

We support the intent to strengthen medical confirmation processes to improve the accuracy and
integrity of life support registers.

We support not requiring life support customers to update their medical confirmation every four
to five years and agree with not capping the number of times a customer can apply to register
without upfront medical confirmation. However, these measures must be supported by clear
consequences for non-response from customers.

Ensuring that life support status is supported by appropriate medical confirmation is critical
to maintaining a reliable register and enabling effective prioritisation during outages.

CPU considers the effectiveness of these changes will ultimately depend on how they are
implemented in practice. Without clear requirements to deregister customers where medical
confirmation is not provided, or where customers do not engage with retailer check-ins, the
proposed changes are unlikely to address the underlying issue of register growth.

7. Do you have any feedback on mandating retailers to undertake a yearly check-in process to
update the information in their life support register?

We support mandating a yearly check-in process, as it will help maintain a more accurate and up-
to-date life support register. It may also lead to deregistrations where customers confirm that life
support is no longer required.

However, the effectiveness of this approach will be limited if it is not supported by a clear and
enforceable deregistration pathway as mentioned above. Without this, the yearly check-in process
risks becoming a tick-box exercise, with minimal impact on improving register accuracy.

To be effective, the check-in process should be linked to defined consequences for non-response,
including a requirement for retailers to initiate deregistration where customers do not engage
within specified timeframes.

Improving communication methods for contacting life support customers

8. Do you have any views on our proposed approach to enable the nomination of a secondary
contact person to receive communications in addition to a life support customer?



We support the inclusion of a secondary contact to enhance communication with life support
customers, particularly during outage and emergency events. This provides an additional layer of
support where customers may not be reachable.

Life support customers and their nominated secondary contacts should be able to select their
preferred communication channels, and these preferences should be respected. It is
not appropriate to mandate hard copy communications where a customer has explicitly opted for
electronic communication.

We acknowledge the intent of the current obligation to provide both hard copy and electronic
notifications to life support customers, even where they have opted for electronic communication.
However, we do not supportthis approach for secondary contacts. Applying the same
requirement for secondary contacts would result in unnecessary duplication (e.g. multiple letters
sent to the same address) and cost without a clear customer benefit.

CPU recommends that secondary contacts be limited to electronic communication methods only.
This reflects the practical role of secondary contacts and avoids duplication and inefficiency.

We also recommend that any requirement to notify secondary contacts be framed on a reasonable
endeavours/best endeavours basis, rather than as a strict regulatory obligation,
recognising the reliance on accurate and up-to-date contact information.

9. Do you have any views on our proposal to mandate energy businesses to collect and use a
life support customer and secondary contact’s preferred communication method
(including electronic communications)?

Allowing retailers to manage communication preferences introduces a risk of inconsistency with
distributor obligations, particularly for outage and emergency communications. Distributors
are required to provide contact details and communication preferences (including those of
secondary contacts) to emergency services. Clear delineation of responsibilities is therefore critical
to ensure accuracy and consistency.

In this context, our preference is that distributors retain responsibility for capturing and managing
communication preferences as customers can already nominate and update their preferences
through existing distributor processes. Redirecting this to retailers may create duplication and
require additional system integration, increasing cost and complexity.

Where retailers are required to manage this process, several practical considerations arise:

e it is unclear how retailer-collected information will align with distributor systems,
particularly where updates are made independently by both parties

e there is a risk of inconsistent or duplicated records, creating uncertainty around the single
source of truth

e additional B2B integration may be required to transfer and reconcile this data, resulting in
further system and operational impacts.

Example:



A customer may nominate electronic communication for outage notifications, while selecting postal
communication with their retailer forinvoices. If retailer systems override distributor-held
preferences, the customer may receive outage notifications via post instead of their preferred
electronic method. In practice, customers may not check their mailbox if they are expecting digital
notifications, which could result in delays and increased risk.

To avoid this, CPU recommends that retailer systems support separate communication preferences
for billing (e.g. invoices) and operational communications (e.g. outage notifications), ensuring that
distributor communications align with the customer’s nominated preferencesand contact
details. Alternatively, preference management should remain with distributors, to maintain a single
source of truth and ensure consistency with existing obligations.

More broadly, clear accountability and data ownership arrangements are required to ensure
accuracy, avoid duplication, and minimise system complexity.

Implementation

10. Are there any additional costs and benefits that we should consider for the proposed
reforms?

There are costs and system impacts that should be considered. These include:

e IT system changes: updates to existing systems (e.g. LSN processes) and the introduction
of new data fields to support the proposed reforms are likely to result in medium to large
system changes

¢ integration costs: additional B2B integration is required to support new processes and
data exchanges between retailers and distributors

e operational complexity: changes to processes (e.g. communication
preferences, registration and notification flows) may increase administrative effort and
require system and process redesign.

11. Are there any additional implementation issues we should consider for each proposed
reform?

The AEMC rule change will require changes to AEMO B2B procedures. Any misalighment between
ESC and AEMC reforms may result in duplicate or conflicting system changes, increasing cost and
complexity. Alignment across frameworks is therefore critical.

Clarity is also required on when AEMO will commence consultation on B2B changes, as this will
directly impact implementation planning, system design, and delivery timelines.

12. Do you have any feedback on the proposed implementation timeframes for the proposed
reforms?

The proposed timeframes may be challenging, depending on the scale of IT and process
changes required.

Given the likely medium to large system impacts, including changes to B2B processes, data
structures, and integration requirements, sufficient lead time will be required to:



e design and build system changes,
e engage with external vendors and

e test and implement updates across systems.

There is also a risk that overlapping regulatory changes (e.g. AEMC/AEMO reforms) may further
compress delivery timelines.

CPU recommends that implementation timeframes be aligned, where possible, with AEMC and
AEMO timelines to minimise duplication and ensure efficient implementation.





